We examine the relation between short selling and the weekend effect using short sale transactions data. We test the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis that speculative short sellers close out their position on Friday and reopen their position on the following Monday, hence, adding to the weekend effect. We do not find evidence of this hypothesis for our sample. We do not find that short selling is more abundant on Monday than on Friday, even for stocks that have higher Friday returns. Instead, we find that short sellers execute more short sale volume during the middle of the week. Our evidence is consistent with other research [Diether, Lee, and Werner (2007)] that shows short sellers are contrarian in contemporaneous returns. We find that the positive correlation between short selling and returns on Monday is greater, on average, than the correlation on the other days of the week. The results are robust to subsamples of stocks with larger weekend effects and stocks that do not have listed options.
I. Introduction
Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesize that the behavior of speculative short sellers adds to the weekend effect because of added selling pressure on Monday. Chen and Singal argue that speculative short sellers face risk in holding positions over the weekend and will, therefore, close their positions on Friday and reopen their positions on the following Monday. The closing of short positions on Friday and the reopening of these positions on the following Monday may partially explain of the weekend effect. We test the Chen and Singal hypothesis in a different time period using short sale transactions data. We do not find evidence supporting the Chen and Singal hypothesis for our sample time period. Rather, we find evidence suggesting that short selling is more abundant during the middle of the week. Further, we find that daily returns are positively correlated with daily short selling activity, supporting the notion that short sellers are contrarian in contemporaneous returns [e.g. Diether, Lee, and Werner (2007) ]. We find that the positive correlation between returns and short selling activity is greater, on average, on Monday than on other days, which is contrary to the prediction of the Chen and Singal hypothesis.
A number of studies examine the weekend effect. Lakonishok and Maberly (1990) and Dyl and Maberly (1992) suggest that individual investors may be responsible for trading pattern anomalies that lead to the weekend effect. Specifically, Lakonishok and Maberly (1990) find evidence that individuals increase the selling of stocks relative to buying on Monday, thereby, adding to the weekend effect. Miller (1988) Friday's returns. Keim and Stambaugh (1984) show that the weekend effect varies across firm size and that Friday's returns and the following Monday's returns are positively correlated.
Abraham and Ikenberry (1994) also present evidence that suggests that Monday's return has a strong relationship to Friday's return. Specifically, when Friday's return is negative, Monday's return is negative nearly 80% of the time. In Wang, Li, and Erickson's (1997) investigation of the weekend effect, the authors find that negative
Monday returns are significantly greater in the last two weeks of the month. That is, they find that the weekend effect is much larger during the last two weeks of the month than during the first of the month.
Our initial investigation into the weekend effect is to understand the role of shortselling in explaining differences between Friday's return and Monday's return. Diamond and Verrecchia (1987) posit that a significant portion of short sales are executed by investors with information regarding a certain security. The recent consensus in the literature is that short sellers are informed about the true value of stocks. Using intraday short sale data from the Australian Stock Exchange, Aitken, Frino, McCorry, and Swan (1998) examine the price reaction to short sales and find that abnormal returns decrease almost immediately after a short sale. 1 Their findings are consistent with Diamond and Verrecchia, who hypothesize that informed short interest leads to an adjustment in prices.
Senchalk and Starks (1993) also find evidence for the Diamond and Verrecchia hypothesis. The authors find that unexpected increases in short interest yield significantly negative, although relatively small, abnormal returns. Desai, Ramesh, Thiagarajan, and Balachandran (2002) examine the relation between the level of short interest and returns. They find that the increases in the level of short interest significantly decrease returns for NASDAQ stocks. Further, they find that heavily shorted stocks experience negative returns. Kadiyala and Vetsuypens (2002) find that monthly short interest declines around positive signals for a sample of favorably performing stocks, suggesting that short sales can measure investor sentiment.
Boehmer, Jones, and Zhang (2007) , using short sale transaction data, find evidence of the Diamond and Verrecchia (1987) hypothesis as stocks that are lightly shorted outperform stocks that are heavily shorted. The authors find that a large portion of short volume is made up from institutional traders who are likely more informed than individual traders [Lo and MacKinnley (1990) , Chakravarty and McConnell (1997) , and
Binay (2005)]. Christophe, Ferri, and Angel (2004) find a negative relation between short selling and future abnormal returns on NASDAQ. Further, they find that informed 1 The Australian Stock Exchange makes short sales transparent to the market upon execution.
traders abnormally increase the level of short sales for stocks with negative earnings announcements during their pre-announcement periods.
Examining the behavior of short sellers, Diether et al. (2007) find that short sellers are contrarian rather than momentum traders. That is, they find that short selling increases after a period of high returns. They also find that short sellers are contrarian in contemporaneous returns suggesting that daily short selling and daily returns are positively correlated. Consistent with the Diamond and Verrecchia (1987) hypothesis, they find that short sellers are able to predict future returns, at times up to five days out, suggesting that short sellers are indeed informed.
While theoretical and empirical research shows that short sellers are able to predict negative returns, the findings of a positive contemporaneous correlation between daily short selling and daily returns warrants further investigation of the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis. Chen and Singal find evidence that the behavior of the speculative short sellers adds to the weekend effect using monthly short interest data. Using return data from July 1962 to December 1999, they find a significant weekend effect. In a Fama-MacBeth (1973) framework, they find that the correlation between monthly short interest and returns is significantly negative on Mondays. They also find that the weekend effect is less for stocks with tradable options because speculators are more likely to use options than short sales because of less risk. They interpret their results to be consistent with the hypothesis that speculative short sellers add to the weekend effect by closing out their positions on Friday and increasing selling pressure on Monday as they reopen their positions. After sorting stocks into deciles based on Monday's short selling activity, we do not find evidence that the weekend effect increases across short selling deciles. We find that the weekend effect increases across the bottom five deciles, but is mixed across the top five deciles.
Consistent with Diether et al. (2007) , we find that short sellers are contrarian in contemporaneous returns. That is, we find that daily short selling activity and daily returns are positively correlated for each day of the week. Interestingly, we find that the correlation is greatest on Monday, which contradicts the notion that short selling pressure decreases returns on Monday, thus causing a weekend effect. The results of our analysis are robust to subsamples of stocks that exhibit larger weekend effects and stocks without tradable options. Because our sample time period differs from Chen and Singal's (2003) time period, it is possible that short selling activity has increased, which may affect the behavior of short sellers over time. Therefore, we argue that the evidence we find regarding the Chen and Singal hypothesis is specifically robust for our sample time period. In order to test whether the use of finer data is the driving force behind our contradictory results, we obtain monthly short interest data and replicate portions of Chen and Singal. We find that using monthly short interest data produces different results than the our results when using short sale transactions data suggesting that the use of finer data produces more reliable results.
The rest of the paper follows: Section II describes the data. Section III presents the methods we use to formally test the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis, as well as the empirical findings of the tests. Section IV concludes.
II. Data
The short sale data is obtained from the NYSE in response to the SHO regulation.
The trade data is taken from TAQ, while the daily return, price, capitalization, and volatility data are from CRSP. We limit our sample to NYSE-listed common stocks and The total number of stocks that (do not) exhibit a positive weekend effect is 1,502 (649).
We note an important limitation in using the short sale transactions data from Regulation SHO to test the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis. As Chen and Singal argue, the added selling pressure from speculative short sellers on Monday will likely decrease Monday's returns, however, the closing of the short positions on the previous Friday will add buying pressure and increase Friday's returns, thus increasing the weekend effect. The SHO data does not contain information on the covering of short positions. However, our transactions data allows us to observe the short selling activity for each day of the week, something monthly short interest data is unable to do.
Our variables follow. Our price is the CRSP daily ending price. Market capitalization is the daily ending capitalization reported by CRSP. Volume is the average daily volume and volatility is measured as the standard deviation of returns from day t -10 to day t, where day t is the current trading day. 
III. Results
Our first test of the Chen and Singal (2003) Panel A shows the descriptive statistics for short activity for the entire sample, equally-weighted by stock, for each day of the week. We find that Monday's short activity ratio is significantly less than Friday's short activity ratio, which is contrary to the initial prediction that short selling will be higher on Monday than on Friday due to speculators reopening positions on Monday. Panels B and C report the results for the subsamples of stocks with non-positive and positive weekend effects while panels D and E report the results for the subsamples of stocks with the largest weekend effects. If short selling is a partial explanation for the weekend effect, then we expect to see Monday's short activity ratio to increase relative to Friday's short activity ratio across subsamples with the larger weekend effects. Surprisingly, we find that the difference between
Friday's short activity ratio and Monday's short activity ratio increases (rather than decreases) from panels B to E. That is, we find more short selling activity on Friday than on Monday, and the difference is increasing as the weekend effect increases. We also see that Monday's short activity is significantly less than Friday's. We perform a t-test to determine if the difference in panel F is significantly larger than the difference in panel A. We find that the difference is significant at the 5% level with a tstatistic of 2.17, showing that, in our -no option‖ subsample, which should consist of more speculative short sellers, Monday's short activity is significantly less than Friday's short activity and the difference is greater than the difference for the entire sample. The difference between Friday's short activity and Monday's short activity does not depend on whether the stocks exhibit a positive or non-positive weekend effect. We do not find a significant difference between Monday's short activity for stocks without a weekend effect and Monday's short activity for stocks with a weekend effect (t-statistic = 1.13). The difference in Friday's short activity and Monday's short activity between stocks that exhibit positive and non-positive weekend effects is not significant (t-statistic = 1.42). We argue that daily short activity is independent of the size and magnitude of the weekend effect.
In response to these findings, we want to note the difference between our time period and Chen and Singal's (2003) . It is possible that the results from our tests differ from Chen and Singal's because of different time periods used in the analyses. For instance, if short activity has increased between the study periods and short sellers are informed, as found in the literature, then the effect of speculative short sellers may be deflated by the presence of informed short sellers.
Because there may be other factors influencing the level of short activity, we run a pooled regression of a standardized measure of short volume on several stock characteristics and day of the week dummy variables.
SASV i,t = β 0 + β 1 ln(return i,t ) + β 2 ln(volume i,t ) + β 3 ln(volatility i,t ) + δ 1 MON i,t + δ 2 TUES i,t + δ 3 THUR i,t + δ 4 FRI i,t + ε i,t
The dependent variable, SASV i,t is the standardized abnormal short volume for stock i on day t. 5 Following Lakonishok and Vermaelen (1986) and Koski and Scruggs (1998) we define the abnormal short volume as:
SV i,t is the average daily short volume for stock i on day t and i SV is the mean for average daily short volume for each stock. ASV i,t is the abnormal short volume. We define SASV, the standardized abnormal short volume, as:
is the standard deviation of short volume for each stock. This standardization allows each dependent variable in the panel data sample to have a zero mean and a unit variance.
The explanatory variables include the natural log of the daily return, ln(return); the natural log of the daily volume, ln(volume); and the natural log of the standard deviation of returns for day t -10 to day t, ln(volatility), where day t is the current trading day. We also use day of the week dummy variables. We test for fixed effects, by stock, and find observed differences across stocks. We perform both a one-way fixed effects (by stock) regression and a two-way fixed effects (by stock and date) regression and find the results to be qualitatively similar. We report the one-way fixed effects results for equation (1) in table 4. We find a contemporaneous positive relation between returns and abnormal short volume thus, supporting Diether et al. (2007) . We also find that daily volume is positively related to abnormal short sale volume, while the results for the estimates of volatility are mixed.
We find that abnormal short volume is highest during the middle of the week in our sample (panel A). Particularly, we find that Monday's and Friday's short volume is significantly less than Wednesday's short volume, while Tuesday's and Thursday's short volume is less than Wednesday's short volume, although the difference is not significant in each panel. The estimate for the Monday dummy variable is the most negative, which, again, contradicts the hypothesis that short sellers close out their positions on Friday and reopen on the following Monday. Rather, it supports the notion that short sellers are more abundant during the middle of the week. A possible explanation is that short sellers face risk that information from the weekend may work against their established short positions, so they tend to execute more short sales during the middle of the week. Panels B through F also show that short sellers execute the least short volume on Mondays and in general, execute more short volume during the middle of the week. In each of the panels, we find that Monday's and Friday's short selling activity appears to be lowest when compared to the other days of the week. The intraweek pattern of standardized abnormal short volume appears to be robust for stocks that exhibit positive and nonpositive weekend effects, stocks with the largest weekend effects, and stocks that do not have tradable options.
III.A Weekend effect
We define the weekend effect similar to Chen and Singal (2003) -the last day of the week's return minus the following first day of the week's return. Table 5 presents the mean of the weekend effect, equally-weighted by stock. We sort stocks into deciles by
Monday's short activity ratios. If short selling contributes to the weekend effect, then as Monday's short selling increases, the weekend effect should also increase. We present the mean of the weekend effect for each decile. In panel A, we find that the weekend effect is increasing in the bottom five deciles but becomes mixed in the top deciles. As expected, panel B reports a negative weekend effect and no specific pattern across increasing short selling deciles. Panel C reports the results for stocks with a positive weekend effect and shows that the weekend effect is significantly greater than zero with a t-statistic (unreported) greater than 20. In the remaining panels, we find that the mean weekend effect generally increases in the bottom five deciles but the relation is mixed in the top five deciles. Since panels D and E contain stocks with the largest weekend effect, we expect a stronger increasing relation between the weekend effect and Monday's short activity ratio. We do not find substantial evidence that the calculated weekend effect is positively related to Monday's short activity ratio. We also find that the relation between the weekend effect and Monday's short activity ratio is weak for stocks that do not have listed options (panel F).
In summary, tables 3 through 5 do not support the hypothesis of Chen and Singal (2003) . We find that short selling is significantly less on Monday than on Friday, and that short volume is greatest during the middle of the week. Further, after sorting stocks into deciles according to Monday's short activity ratio, we do not find that the magnitude of the weekend effect increases as short activity on Monday increases.
To further investigate the Chen and Singal (2003) We test whether or not the relation between short activity and returns is significantly greater on Monday than on the other days in the next subsection.
III.B Regression Results
Chen and Singal (2003) 
The dependent variable is the return for stock i on day t. The independent variables include day of the week dummy variables, where MON i,t is equal to one if Monday, zero otherwise. The other day of the week dummy variables are similarly specified. Further, MON i,t ×SA i,t is equal to the short activity ratio on day t, if day t is a Monday. Likewise, the other interaction variables are defined. We exclude the intercept in order to obtain full rank of the coefficient matrix.
Chen and Singal (2003) find a negative interaction estimate for δ 6 , supporting the hypothesis that speculative short sellers add to the weekend effect by reopening short positions on Monday. Monthly short interest data and daily return data for the time period of July 1988 to December 1999 is used in their estimation. We estimate (2) using daily short sale data available in compliance with Regulation SHO (January 3, 2005), which provides a more robust test. If the Chen and Singal hypothesis holds, the estimated coefficient, δ 6 , from equation (2) will be significantly negative. Table 7 reports the results from estimating equation (2). We estimate equation (2) for the entire sample of stocks in panel A and find that the estimate of δ 6 is significantly positive, which is contrary to the results of Chen and Singal (2003) . We perform a t-test to determine if the estimate of δ 6 is greater than the average of the estimates from the other interaction variables. That is, we test whether δ 6 is greater than   10 7 j j 4 1  where j = {7, 8, 9, and 10}. We find that the estimate of δ 6 is greater than the average of the other interaction estimates with a t-static of 5.37 for the entire sample. The results of this test add to the comparison of the correlation coefficients in table 6 and show the correlation between returns and short activity ratios is, on average, greatest on Mondays. Panels B and C report the results from estimating equation (2) for stocks with a non-positive weekend effect and stocks with a positive weekend effect, respectively. In panel B (panel C), we find that the estimated coefficient, δ 6 , is significantly positive and greater than the average of the estimates for δ 7 , δ 8 , δ 9 , and δ 10 with a t-statistic of 3.04 (4.57). Likewise, we perform a similar examination for panels D through F. We find that t-statistic testing the difference between δ 6 and the average of δ 7 , δ 8 , δ 9 , and δ 10 is significant at the 5% level for the 1,000 stocks with the largest weekend effect (t-statistic = 2.45). We find that the difference between the estimate for δ 6 and the average estimate of δ 7 , δ 8 , δ 9 , and δ 10 is positive but not significant for the 500 stocks with the largest weekend effect (panel E). In panel F, we find that a similar test yields a t-statistic of 5.34, suggesting that the contemporaneous relation between returns and short selling activity is higher on Monday than on the other days of the week. The results from our regressions, which use finer short sale data, do not support the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis that short selling partially causes the weekend effect.
To further test the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis, we obtain monthly short interest data for some of the stocks in our sample and replicate a portion of the their analyses to see if the differences in our findings are a result of using finer data. 7 We are able to obtain short interest for 1,806 of the 2,151 stocks in our sample. Following Chen and Singal, we sort the short interest sample into size deciles, according to market capitalization at the beginning of the month and then, within each size decile, we subdivide the observations into quartiles based on the relative short interest (RSI), which is defined as the number of shares that are shorted, but uncovered, relative to the number of shares outstanding. Using the highest and the lowest quartiles, we estimate the following model:
Ret i,t = δ 1 MON i,t + δ 2 TUES i,t + δ 3 WED i,t + δ 4 THUR i,t + δ 5 FRI i,t + δ 6 MON i,t ×H i,t + δ 7 TUES i,t ×H i,t + δ8WED i,t ×H i,t + δ 9 THUR i,t ×H i,t + δ 10 FRI i,t ×H i,t + ε i,t .
Following Chen and Singal, we set dummy variable H equal to unity if stock i is in the highest quartile on day t, zero if stock i is in the lowest quartile on day t. We perform the regression for the entire sample and each of the subsamples as before. table 7 , we see that the contemporaneous contrarian behavior of short sellers (the positive relation between daily short volume and daily returns) on each day of the week is not shown when using the monthly short interest data. In general, we do not find that using monthly short interest provides the same results as we find in 7 We are able to obtain monthly short interest for only 1,806 of the 2,151 stocks for total sample. We have monthly short interest data for 552 of the 649 stocks with a non-positive weekend effect; 1,254 of the 1,502 stocks with a positive weekend effect; 897 of the 1,000 stocks with the largest weekend effect; 471 of the 500 stocks with the largest weekend effect; and 381 of the 602 stocks that do not have tradable options. 
In equation (4), our attention is focused on the estimate of δ 7 . If the Chen and Singal results are driven by the larger weekend effect during the last two weeks of the month, then the estimate of δ 7 should be negative and significant. The results from estimating equation (4) are reported in Table 9 .
Ariel (1987) documents a monthly pattern in daily returns and suggests that monthly returns are explained by large positive daily returns in the ten consecutive 8 As a measure of robustness, we replicate our table 7 using the monthly short interest data. We interact day of the week dummy variables with RSI. We find that the interaction variables are rarely significant and positive as opposed to our results in table 7, which show the interaction variables (using daily short volume divided by trade volume) are significant. Although the results from performing such an analysis lead us to believe that the findings of Chen and Singal may be biased by the use of monthly data, we are unable to conclude that the differences in our results and the results of Chen and Singal are entirely due to use of finer short sale data.
trading days beginning with the last day of the month. He finds that returns become negative during the end of the month. Consistent with Ariel's results, we find a negative estimate for δ 6 which suggests that returns in the last two weeks of the month are significantly less than returns in the first two weeks of the month. We find that the estimates of δ 7 are significantly positive for the entire sample and each of the subsamples.
Performing similar t-tests as before reveals that the estimate of δ 7 is significantly larger than the average of the other interaction estimates (δ 8. δ 9, δ 10, and δ 11 ) at the 1% level for the entire sample of stocks and each subsample, thus adding to the strong evidence against the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis for our sample time period.
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IV. Conclusion
One explanation of the weekend effect is that short sellers increase selling pressure on Monday, which leads to negative returns and the presence of the weekend effect. Specifically, Chen and Singal (2003) propose the hypothesis that speculative short sellers, because they face a greater risk in holding short positions over the weekend, will close out their short positions on Friday, which increases buying pressure before the weekend. By reopening their positions on the following Monday, increased selling pressure will drive prices down, thus adding to the weekend effect. We test the Chen and Singal hypothesis using a different time period and finer short sale data. In light of their hypothesis, we expect to see more short activity (daily short volume divided by daily total trade volume) on Monday than on Friday. Using short sale transaction data for a sample of NYSE-listed stocks, we find contradictory evidence. Although the short sale transactions data does not contain information about the covering of short sales, we are able to test whether or not short selling differs between the days of the week. We find that the level of short activity is lowest on Monday and significantly less than short selling activity on Friday. We find that the difference between Monday's short activity ratio and Friday's short activity ratio is increasing across stocks with larger weekend effects and is largest for stocks that do not have tradable options, which Chen and Singal argue have more speculative short sellers. We also find that short volume is highest during the middle of the week.
According to the Chen and Singal (2003) hypothesis, we also expect to see the weekend effect become larger as the level of Monday's short selling increases. We do not find evidence that supports the above proposition. After sorting stocks into deciles according to Monday's short activity ratios, we show that the weekend effect is generally increasing in the bottom deciles, but does not increase in the top deciles. The results are robust to stocks with larger weekend effects and stocks without listed options.
We estimate correlation coefficients between returns and short activity ratios for each day of the week and find that returns are positively correlated with short selling activity for each day. This is consistent with the notion that short sellers are contrarian in contemporaneous returns [Diether et al. (2007) ]. We find, in our sample, that the correlation is greatest on Monday. Interestingly, we find that the size of the positive correlation increases across stocks with larger weekend effects and is largest for stocks that do not have tradable options.
Our regression analysis generates some surprising results. When returns are regressed on day of the week dummy variables and interaction variables that interact day dummy variables with daily short activity ratios, we find that returns are increasing in short activity ratios on Monday. Further, we find that the increasing relation between
Monday's returns and Monday's short activity ratios is significantly larger than the average relation between returns and short activity ratios on other days. 
Table 1 Descriptive Statistics of Stocks
The table presents descriptive statistics for the stocks in our sample. The sample includes NYSE stocks that have an average price greater than $5 and are traded every day of the sample time period (January 1, 2005 to December 31, 2005 . The number of stocks in the entire sample is 2,151. We subdivided the sample by stocks that exhibit a positive and negative weekend effect, which is defined as Friday's return minus the following Monday's return. We also create subsamples for the 1,000 and the 500 stocks that have the largest weekend effect. Further, from the stocks that exhibit a positive weekend effect, we create a subsample for non-optionable stocks which likely contains more speculative trades than optionable stocks. The statistics are presented for price, market capitalization, average volume, and volatility. Price is the closing price for each stock, Mkt Cap is daily market capitalization, Volume is the average volume, and Volatility is measured as the standard deviation of returns for the time period [t -10 to t] where t is the current trading day. The Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of Returns
The table presents descriptive statistics for returns for each day of the week and the difference between Friday's mean return and the mean return of each day. Panel A shows the descriptive statistics of returns for the sample stocks, the number of days in the sample, and the difference from Friday's mean return for the entire sample. Panels B -F report the results from the subsamples. The t-statistics test for the significance of the difference between Friday's mean return and the mean return for each day. n/a n/a *Statistically significant at the 1% level **Statistically significant at the 5% level Table 3 Descriptive statistics of Short Activity
The table presents descriptive statistics for short activity for each day of the week and the difference between Friday's short activity and the short activity of each day where short activity is defined as the daily short volume divided by the daily total trade volume. Panel A shows the descriptive statistics of short activity for the sample stocks and the difference from Friday's short activity for the entire sample. Panels B -F report the results for the subsamples. The t-statistics test for the significance of the difference between Friday's short activity and the short activity for each day. n/a n/a *Statistically significant at the 1% level ** Statistically significant at the 5% level The dependent variable, SASV i,t is the standardized abnormal short volume for day t and stock i where the mean of the short volume for stock i is subtracted from the average daily short volume for stock i and then divided by the standard deviation of the short volume for stock i. Ln(return i,t ) is the natural log of the daily return of stock i on day t. Ln(volume i,t ) is the natural log of the average daily volume for stock i on day t. The ln(volatility i,t ) is the natural log of the standard deviation of the daily high price less the daily low price for day-of-the-week t and stock i. The day-of-the-week dummy variables for stock i are also specified. The p-values are reported in parentheses below. The table reports the results from a regression of returns on day-of-the-week dummy variables and five interaction variables. We interact the short activity ratio for stock i on day t, SA i,t , with the day dummy variables. We use both one-way and two-way fixed effects (by stock and by day) and find the results are similar, so we only report the one-way fixed effects results. The model is specified below: Chen and Singal (2003) . We divide the short interest sample (1,806 stocks) into size deciles at the beginning of the month and then subdivide stocks into quartiles based on relative short interest. We regress returns on day-of-the-week dummy variables and five interaction dummy variables for the highest and lowest quartiles. We define H to equal unity if the stock i on day t is in the highest RSI quartile. We interact the dummy variable H with the day dummy variables following Chen and Singal (2003) . *Statistically significant at the 1% level **Statistically significant at the 5% level Table 9 Regression Results
The table presents the results from a one-way fixed effects regression of returns on day of the week dummy variables, a dummy variable capturing returns at the end of the month, and five three-way interaction variables. M_E is a dummy variable equal to one if the day is in the last two weeks of the month while SA is the short activity ratio for stock i on day t. We use a three-way interaction to control for the potential of the month-end driving the results of the weekend effect following Wang, Li, and Erikson (1997 We perform a one-way (by stock) and a two-way (by stock and date) and find the results to be similar so we only report the one-way results. We perform the analysis for the entire sample as well as the subsamples, respectively. The t-statistics are reported in parentheses.
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